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Abstract: This paper discusses the characteristics of prosecutor’s language that would appear in
the prosecution witness’s answers during direct examination. | performed a linguistic comparison
of the language that is used in a witness’s answers against that of five relevant documents, whict
include a prosecutor’'s opening statement, a prosecutor’s final statement, 11 samples of suspect’
statements from the handbook for investigating officers and one from witness’s personal letters. |
would like to argue that as the witness’s answer had the features of a prosecutor’s language as we
as written language, the prosecutor’'s ten meetings with the witness immediately before the trial
may have possibly influenced not only the witness’s language but also the content of the testimony
itself. The analysis of this paper is based upon my expert witness opinion that was submitted to the
Tokyo High Court and Japanese Supreme Court for the case in question.
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Abstrakt: Artykut dotyczy pzyka uywanego przez prokuratoréw, ktory pojawia 8 zeznaniach
swiadkow w trakcie przestuchania na sati@wvej. Autorka dokonata poréwnanigyka wytego przez
swiadka i gzyka wytego przez prokuratora (m.in. w mowie ogkarela). B:dac biegtym adowym,
powotanym do dokonania analizgzyka wytego przezwiadka, autorka wyaga wniosekze z duym
prawdopodobigstwem wptyw nagzyk, jakim postugiwat si $wiadek miaty spotkania z prokuratorem,
ktére odbyly st tuz przed rozpraw Jzyk swiadka zawierat cechygyka prokuratora oraz cechgzyka
pisanego, ktére pokrywasie z konstrukcjami zawartymi w analizowanych dokumentach.
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1 Introduction

In this paper | selected one Japanese criminal chsemplicity, and | would like to
show that the characteristics of a prosecutorsjdage are found in the answers of
a prosecutor’s witness during direct examinatidme Tefendant of this case pleaded not
guilty to a charge of aiding or abetting a criméoflily harm that resulted in death. This
case was put to a lay judge trial. | was presenhalffirst trial from 7 to 15 November
2011. Before | discuss this case, | will introdube Japanese lay judge system, which
was implemented in 2004.

2 Japanese Lay Judge System

The Japanese lay judge system is a hybrid of than@m law jury system and Roman
law lay judge system. Like the Common law juriegahese lay judges serve only a term
of a single case. However, unlike the jury systéil@@mmon law countries, Japanese lay
judges deliberate the case together with (an)ojirgge(s). The deliberation body is
composed of thregudges and sitay judges. Not all cases are deliberated undier th
hybrid system; only criminal cases composed ofoserioffences are subjected to this
new system. Defendants indicted on serious offenaasot choose the traditional court-
judge system.

The Lay Judge Act is the result of a compromisevbeh judges and lawyers. As
Japan in the past had a jury system, lawyers atmé@dplement a jury system as part of
a Judicial Reform, but judges indicated a reluatatw allow the participation of lay
people in court proceedings. These two parties lzgeed and defended their views
since 2001, and they finally reached a compromise.

Let me elaborate on the characteristics of therlzgmalay judge system. First, lay
judges render a verdict in discussion with the iojhdges. Secondly, the judges and lay
judges render a sentence upon a defendant. L#sitynot prohibited for lay judges to
discuss the case before the conclusion of a frta. presiding judge frequently declares
multiple adjournments of fifteen minutes duringrialtto help the lay judges understand
what is being deliberated in the trial and thus pla@el of professional and lay judges
discusses the case between sessions.

Japanese criminal justice prosecutors are not medjuio disclose all of the
evidence that they have collected. However, underldy judge system, if the defense
discloses their defense at a pre-trial confereticey can claim that the prosecutors
should disclose to the defense all of the evidehaeis relevant to the content of their
defense. Some lawyers advocate this disclosureubedtis a positive and progressive
aspect of the lay judge system. However, in thee aafsaiding and abetting under
consideration this partial disclosure of evidencek&d against the defendant.

The Code of the Lay Judge Court prohibits bothiparfrom presenting new
evidence at a trial, which was not requested texzamined at a pre-trial conference. As
aresult, in a pre-trial conference, a defendesttd request as much evidence as possible
for examination. The defender’s request for an émation of the evidence provides the
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prosecution with a good understanding of the dedeéndstrategy ahead of time, so that
they can prepare countermeasures before the R&lealing the defender’'s strategy
beforehand had a poor effect on the case of amligabetting.

3 The Overview of the Case

The following is an overview of the case. A mal€ s found dead in a car that was
submerged in an irrigation reservoir in Gunma, dapen July of 2009. Five
acquaintances of the victim (A, B, C, D and E) wanested on charges of bodily harm
resulting in the death and disposing of a dead bdtiyee of them (A, B and C), who
admitted to carrying out the crime, were given seoés of eight, nine and ten years
respectively. However, the other two (D and E) ddnany involvement in the crime.
D had his indictment suspended. E was charged jamtaprincipal in the conspiracy.
Although E pleaded not guilty to the crime, she v&sntenced to nine years of
imprisonment by the district court in November @18. Defendant E appealed to the
Tokyo High Court, which was dismissed in March €flQ. The defendant then raised
a final application to the Japanese Supreme Court.

The main issue in this case was whether DefendammnBpired with three others
(A, B, and C) to assault the victim. At a pre-tri@inference of Defendant E, a defense
lawyer argued how incredible were the three witag'sstatements, specifically the three
perpetrators’ statements against Defendant E, afothie defense could collect from the
prosecutors some evidence that might contradicsethstatements. However, the
defender’s statement provided the prosecutors avitbpportunity to learn the defenders’
strategy ahead of time. It seems that the prosatwiiorked out the countermeasures
against the defense before the trial took placerdier to inculcate the prosecutor’s story
into the witnesses, the prosecutors visited adléhwitnesses who were serving their time
in prison. Each witness was interviewed ten timefoile the start of this trial. At the trial
of Defendant E the three witnesses A, B and C d¢hei statements against her, which
were different from the previous statements givenng) their investigation for their own
trials six months earlier. It could be said that tlisitation by the prosecution had worked
out most effectively.

| would like to select one witness and focus ontag&imony for some linguistic
analyses. This witness, B, previously had a ratatigp with the Defendant E. During an
interview with this witness, the prosecutor toldnhihat the defendant had offered him
a stimulant drug in the kitchen with the intentamuse him to attack Victim F. The
witness was therefore in full resentment of her.tldé¢ trial, Witness B was clearly
transfixed upon her with anger when he came in® dburtroom to take the witness
stand.
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4  Linguistic Issues
4.1 Forensic Linguistics

Forensic Linguistics is a relatively new field, amderm that was coined by Jan Svartvik
when he wrotélThe Evans Statemeint 1968. In November of 1949 Timothy Evans was
arrested for the murder of his wife and infant deeg His trial started in January of
1950. As the prosecution was able to obtain histtewri confession during the
investigation, Evans received a death sentencevasdgut to death in March of the same
year. Three years after Evans’s execution, Johist@hwas arrested for the murder of
four women including his wife. During his trial, G$tie confessed that he had murdered
Evans’s wife, which brought a heated debate oveangs execution. Svartvik made a
corpus analysis of Evans’s written confession asuhd that there were two different
grammatical styles: educated style (investigatifficer) and casual style (Evans). He
concluded that Evans’s written statement lackedibiigy.

I would like to introduce several forensic lingigstnalyses in the context of
professional language features such as peculiad wsage, preciseness, repetition, and
some features of written language.

4.1.1 Usage of Words

Another pioneering case in forensic linguisticshis Bentley case, which is a matter of
attempted burglary. Derek Bentley (age 19) was @beek for the murder of a police

officer in 1953. Although the actual murderer wdsi€ Craig (age 16), he was not given
the death penalty because of his age at the tinmésadrrest. Bentley’s 1Q was far below
average and he was near illiterate. Coulthard aedlBentley’s confession statement in
which he acknowledged complicity in a burglary afp¢ and argued that Bentley

personally did not make a confession to the polBmulthard (1994) showed that parts of
Bentley’s statements were made up of the languatgednvestigating officers, by using

a corpus analysis of the term ‘then’.

(1) Frequency of ‘then’

Coulthard discovered that a frequent use of the ténen’ is a salient feature of
Bentley’s confession. Coulthard thought that it was typical for the word ‘then’
to occurr ten times in the 582 words of Bentleydsfession. Coulthard collected
two corpora of data: The first was the corpora3 ords of the three witnesses
from different cases; The other was 2,270 words$fe police officers who were
involved in different cases. Coulthard contrastealfirst withess’s corpora against
the police officer's corpora and discovered thar¢hwas only one occurrence of
‘then’ in the witness’s corpora whereas ‘then’ ated as many as 29 times in the
police officer's corpora. Coulthard furthermore fol) by using the Corpus
Spoken English, which is a subset of the COBUILDnBingham Collection of
English text (BCET), in which ‘then’ occurred onB;164 times in the entire
corpora of 1.5 million words, that ‘then’ occuredldom in ordinary people’s
usage.
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(2) The location of ‘then’

Another salient feature of Bentley's statemerdrisoccurrence of the postpositioning of
‘then’. Postpositioning ‘then’ means that ‘then’ pdaced after the subject, as in the
following two examples from Bentley’s statement. tha other hand, the positioning of
‘then’ before the subject, i.e., ‘Then, Chris jurdpever and | followed.” would be a more
common usage than ‘Chris then jumped over and Ibvi@d.” in ordinary spoken
language.

Chris then jumped over and | followed.

Chris then climbed up the drainpipe to the roof bfudlowed.

Although Bentley used a postpositioning ‘then’ sevenes out of 582 words,
none of the three witnesses used any postposifjadhien’ in their testimony with
the 930 words. On the other hand, there were nigarcences of postpositioning
‘then’ in the corpora of 2,270 words of the threelige officers. More
surprisingly, there were only nine occurrences os$tpositioning ‘then’ in the
BCET data containing 165,000 words. Coulthard aashetl that postpositioning
‘then’ was the policeman’s unique register. Thiglitates that the confession
language was not Bentley's but that of an investigeofficer.

4.1.2 Accuracy

Fox (1993) also demonstrated the characteristicswaften statements from the
grammatical features of police speech, by usingraara of ordinary people and police
officers. Here, | would like to introduce some faas relating to time.

(1) Time
Investigating officers give actual times as in5at2 p.m.” and ‘at approximately
3:45 p.m.". This is because police officers are ioodbus about time, unlike
ordinary people in ordinary paths of life.

(2) Adverbials of Time
Adverbials of time such alater, later on, later the same day, at this tired
after this occur more frequently in a police officer's registthan in the
COBUILD corpus (ordinary people). More interestinghese adverbials of time
are placed at the beginning of a sentence in agolfificer’s register.

(3) Adverbial Clauses of Time
Adverbial clauses of time are frequently used argtgde the main clause, as in
the following example.

When he had finished raping her he then threw heobthe van.

Investigating officers can effectively specify teequence of events, by using
time-related expressions at the correct positions.
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4.1.3 Repetition

Coulthard (1994:420) demonstrated that a suspeaedaPower had simply retold the
same events, by using the same words in his caafesgatement, as shown hereunder. It
is not typical for a defendant to retell the samengs by using the same words, because
memory is not normally stored in a verbal form. Eagtelling requires a re-coding in the
verbal form, which creates slight differences etwcte. Retelling the same events in the
same words would be rather more possible if thdceobfficer collaborates with

a suspect in taking a statement.

and then he told Richard to give me one as well
and then told Richard to give me one as well

4.1.4 Written Language

The following is from an example of Coulthard (1988), which was presented in court
by the police as a verbatim record of a dictatatestent. The suspect denied saying the
following part, which is completely an admissionguiilt.

| wish to make a further statement explaining mynptete involvement in the
hijacking of

the Ford Escort van from John Smith on Tuesday 28k 1981 on behalf of the
A.B.C.

which was later used in the murder of three pe(sim) in Avon that night.

Malcolm showed that the above example was notubkpext’'s verbatim record, by using
lexical density (lexical term per clause). The tgbilexical density of ordinary spoken
language is between 1.5 and 2, while that of orglimaitten language is between 3 and
6. More formal language has a higher lexical dgndihe lexical density of the above
example is 8.3, which is higher than that of ordinaritten language, and much higher
than that of ordinary spoken language.

Investigating officers use their professional laagg when they write a statement.
As we have seen, some characteristic featuredharequency of ‘then’, the location of
‘then’, accurate time-related expressions, and ltdwation of adverbial phrases or
adverbial clauses relating to time. All of thesatfees are necessary to give specific
information on a crime for the purpose of indictmédn the other hand, ordinary people
do not use such features when they speak. The$espianal features can be considered
as traces of typical police language when they apjmea statement of confession which
is claimed by the police to be a verbatim record stispect’s confession.

In the next section | would like to discuss thewrcence of prosecutor’s language
in the answers of witnesses for the prosecutiomillIshow the analysis of Withess B’s
statement in terms of professional language featamd written language features.
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4.2 Forensic Linguistic Analysis of Witness B’s Staterm
4.2.1 Professional Language Features

Japanese police officers and prosecutors also hese grofessional language features
when they enter the suspect’s statement on reddrelse professional features include
the use of a demonstrative pronowor(o (its, the)), prepositionsn{ taishite (towards)
and tame (for)), and the past progressive form, which hsiptements to gain great
precision. First, | would like to show how thesatfees are used in a suspect’s statement
that is written by an investigating officer, citingxamples from a handbook for
investigating officers $hin Sousa Shorui Zenshu{A New Complete Work of
Investigating Documents: Interrogatipn Afterwards, | will show examples with the
same features that appeared in Witness B’s testimon

4.2.1.1 Handbook Examples

1) Sono(the)
Constituents of a sentence are frequently omittethé Japanese language, and
more frequently in spoken language, when the spdaieves that the hearer knows or
can understand the context of a situation, as shmythe following examples.

Anata wa ashita eiga ni ikimasu ka2-Anatashita-eigasi ikimasu-k&
(Are you going to the movie tomorrow?2-Ayed going-tothe-mevietomorrow?)

The example sentences hereunder are from the hakdidy’ of ‘my internet’ and ‘her’

are omitted because these demonstrative pronoenseoverable from the context. On
the contrary, ‘the’ of ‘URL’ or ‘picture’ is not deted because the demonstrative pronoun
‘the’ clarifies ‘the URL’ and ‘the picture’ in quéen. This is how the handbook educates
investigating officers why not to omit the demoastre pronoun relating to the key
notion.

internet no homepage ni kouhyou shi, atode 4dRb to kaijo key wo

mail de okurukara, jibun de sogazou wo sakujo shiro

(As | would make Mayu’s picture open to (my) interhomepage and send (héne URL
and cancel-key by mail,_| was telliddayu to delete thpicture by herself...)

vy EHOBEREANVE—RY ROR—LR=JIZARL, BTZTOURLLE
BBRF—EX—IITEZNS, BITZOEGEHKRLS LEHICEATVED
T, . . (p.68)

2) Ni taishite(towards)
‘Ni taishite (towards)’ is a preposition that isnamonly used in formal written

Japanese. ‘Ni taishite’ is used in the handbooke @auld simply say ‘Mayu ni (to
Mayu)’ instead of ‘Mayu ni taishite (towards Mayu)’
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Mayu ni taishitemail wo okuri tsudukete imashita
(I kept sendingnails towardsviayu.)

ERICHLTX—LZEYEFTTVEL L, (p.67)

3) Tame(for, for the sake of)
‘Tame (for the sake of)’ is not a preposition tisatnainly used in written language. Again, in
the handbook, ‘tame’ is used in the example seatghen below. The usage of ‘tame’ is
redundant and the sentence would be more natutawti'tame (for the sake of) - .

sono youna hataraki wo shite morau tamesharei toshite
(in reward_for the sake @froviding such a service for us)

TOESBEMEELTESSLHOHILE LT (p.26)

4) te imashita(lwas doing) Past Progressive Form
The past progressive form frequently appears imspect's statement. This is
because police officers or prosecutors are requoretbscribe the crime scene vividly so
that the judges can process a good image of theeciOther examples ofté imashita
(was doing)’ are from the example sentence above'rfbtaishite: ‘okuri tsuzukete
imashita (kept sending)’. Its shortened fornte-ita, ‘tsutaete ita(was telling)’ is also
found in the example sentence fsohd.

uso wo tsuite imashita
(I wastelling lies.)

BEZO2VWTWVWEL K, (p.101)

4.2.1.2 Witness B’s Examples

In this section | would like to discuss professiodiaaguage features that appeared in B’s
testimony. In (1), the witness avoided omitting temonstrative noursono (its)’ and
pronoun ‘E’. Also, the witness usedi taishite (towards)’ andyobi (call). | will return

to the usage ofyobi in section 4.2.3 Repetition. The usage indicatestures of
professional written language, which we just revdwin the examples from the
handbook. If the witness had used ordinary spoeguage, sentence (1) would become
sentence (2), in which noun phrases are omittedusecthey are recoverable from the
context, and formal written expressions likétaishte(towards)’ are not used.

(1) E ga,_sonanusuko ga nagurareta koto ni taistitera wo tate, onaji youna me ni
awaseyouto aite no oya to ko wo yadbino ie niyobidashimashita

(E got angry_in regard to (the fact that) tisan (her son) was beaten and caltieel
other party’s parent and (his) son and catiatito E’shouse to do same to them.)

Eff. TOBRFARSNECELRLTHEEZIT, AL&SBBEICEDELS
EMEF
DL FEFY, EORCHEUFHUELL,
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(2) E ga, musuko ga nagurareta koto ni hara wo tai@j gauna me ni awaseyouto
aite no oya to ko wo ie ni yobidashimashita.

(E got angry in regard to (the fact that) that @wer son) was beaten and called the other
party’s parent and (his) son and called out tohB'gse to do same to them.)

EA BFARSNECEICEZILT, AULSBEICEDERS CHFORL
FERICHTHLEL I,

‘Tamé is found in B’s testimony. Tane’ in sentence (3) can be replaced with
subordinate conjunctions likeode (as). It is more natural to useddé than ‘tameé. On
the other hand, ‘tame’ in sentence (4) means Hersake of. | would like to note that the
past progressive form ofe-ita’ is also used in (4).

(3) Seki yakkyoku ni Z no kuruma ga tomatte-ita tatdekuryou Koko ni henkou to
narimashita.

(As Z's car was parked in the parking lot of Sekiglstore, we came to change the
place to Hokuryo High School.)

EFXFERCZOENFEFEF>TVE 8, StERTICEEERYEL L,

(4) C no sei ni suru tamdesu.
(Itis for the purpose dflaming C.)
COBWZTBEHTT,

Now look at the past progressive forkuivaesasetanashitd (was casing) in
sentence (5). This usage of the past progressive fiescribes the crime scene where
Defendant E ordered A to attack F physically andvés physically attacking F for a
time.

(5) Sore ni hara wo tateta E ga A wo tsukatte F ni bauko kuwae sasete imashita.
(E who got angry with it was causinglence to F, using A.)

TNIEEUTEENAZE>TAHFICRTZEMATETIVELE,
4.2.1.3. Prosecutor’'s Examples

These four features@nq ni taishite tame te-ita) are also found both in the prosecutor’'s
opening and closing statements.

1) Sono(the, its, her) demonstrative pronoun

Example (6) is from the opening statement. Sentéfpés from the closing statement.
‘Sonois used to make a specific reference to the akfatis daughter and corpus of the
victim.
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(6) Hikokunin no musume no G, sokousai aite no H
(the defendant’s daughter G, lmayfriend H)

BEAOBNG. TOXMHEEDH

(7) Sonoshitai wo suteta koto ni nanra kanyo shite inai.
(I have nothing to do with that they threw ttwrpus.)

ZORKERTECECASESLTLAE,

2) Ni taishite(towards)
Sentence (8) is from the opening statement ands(&om the closing statemeniNi
taishite is also found in (10).

«

(8) Kore wo kiita hikokunin mo F san ni taishifekido shimashita.
(The defendant who heard about this was enragdd(teivardsMr. F.)

ChZEEVEHREAECFETALCHULTHRLEL I,

(9) A ya B gaF san ni taishiteageshii boukou wo kuwaeta.
(A and B caused viokence towards. F.)

APBHNFEZAICKHLTHLVRITZMNA I,

3) Tame(for, for the purpose of)

Sentence (10) is from the opening statement anigsem (11) is from the closing
statement. The usage of (10) is more natural thanaf (11) because the usage of ‘tame
no’ (for the purpose of) in (11) is redundant.

(10) F san ni hageshii boukou wo kuwaeru tame ni, kynsha wo atsume....
(...recruiting accomplices in order to cause violetwlr. F)

FEAILHBULVRTZMAD-HIC, HPEZED- -

(11) Hikokunin wa kyouhanshara wo jitaku ni yobidasHitean ni boukou wo
kuwaeru tameno kyouki wo watashi...
(The defendant called out accomplices to her haumskhanded over weapons
for the purpose ofausing violence to Mr. F ...)

WEAFIHLESEZHEICHVCELTCFETAICRTEMAZ 2 DOXEE
=EL. - -

4) te imashita(was doing) Past Progressive Form
The past progressive form is used in both (12) ftbenopening statement and (13)
from the final statement. Both examples indicatkescription of some on-going events.
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(12) Awa ... F san no yousu wo mite imashita
(A was watchinghe condition of Mr. F.)

A, - - - FEADKRFZRTLVELE,

(13) ~ to hanashite imashita
(was talking with ~)

~EFELTVWERLE,

It is clear that these four features are used @& plofessional language of
investigating officers. Now | would like to demorete that these four features are not a
register of the witness but those of the invesitigaofficers. | have counted the number
of these four features in five different discoursaswitness’s letter to the defendant’s
daughter’s boyfriend; the testimony of the witn@ssourt; 11 samples of the suspect’s
statement from the handbook; the prosecutor’'s ogestatement of this case, and the
prosecutor’s closing statement of this case. Nohtéhese featuressénq ni taishite
tame andte-imashitg were used in the witness’s personal letter. @nothier hand, these
featuresare found in the discourse of the prosecutor or thikicpmfficer. Therefore, the
use of these features in testimony indicates thatwitness used the language of the
prosecutor.

sono ni taishite tame te imashita

Personal letter 0 0 0 0
(3,323 letters)
Testimony 4 10 13 40
(4,730 letters)
Suspect’s statement 76 11 43 73
(42,917 letters)
Opening statement 8 3 8 16

(10,839 letters)
Closing Statement 16 15 20 3
(12,117 letters)

4.2.1.4. Written Language Features

Written language is more complex than spoken laggu@dalliday 1989). Academic
writing, which develops one theme with its everytgaontributing to the main line of
argument without digressions, includes linguisti@macteristics of noun-based phrases,
subordinate clauses/embeddings, complement clauseguences of prepositional
phrases, participles, passive verbs, lexical dgn#aiical complexity, nominalization,
and attributive adjectives (Gillett et al 2009). éing them, | would like to discuss noun-
based phrases.
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(1) Location of Modifiers

One example that was found in the direct examinasoa modification of noun phrases:
a relative clause (noun + post modifier). A relatielause is used to give additional
information without having another sentence. Unlike English language, the Japanese
language does not use a relative pronoun. Thavelause $ore ni hara wo tatetégot
angry with it)) in sentence (14) directly modifig®e noun phrase (E). In this example, the
relative clauseore ni hara wo tatetégot angry with it)) comes before the noun phrase
(E), which requires the process of reading backs T& because relative clauses are
predominantly used in written language. In spokanguage, it is more common to
express this using two sentences as in (15). Thwrethe witness’s statement (14) is a
peculiar response to the questions of a prosecutor.

(14) Sore ni hara wo tate ga A wo tsukatte F ni boukou wo kuwae sasetealiitea
who got angry with itvas causing violence to F, using A.)

%nEEEﬁTEEﬁAEE?TFE%ﬁEMiéﬁTVﬁbto

(15) E wa sore ni hara wo tatete, A wo tsukatte F nkbouvo kuwae sasete imashita.
(E got angry with it and was causing violence taistng A.)

ERZNICEZUTT, AZESTFICRITZMATETVERLL,

4.2.1.5. Repetition

Coulthard (1994:414-5) states that it is a commdstomception that people can remember
verbatim what they and others have said and that pdople remember is rather the gist of
what was said. This means that slight differencesioat each retelling.

The witness said in court on 10 November 2010 abbat had occurred from 3 to 4
July, 2009. However, the witness retold the samnamtensing the same words, as shown in
sentences (16) to (18). Also, | would like to aldttsentence (1) has two usagesyobi.
Not only ‘yobi but also boukou wo kuwaetijcause violence) was frequently used, as shown
in (5) and (14).Boukou wo kuwaetwas predominantly used by the prosecutor when the
read the opening and closing statements, as giv®),i(10), and (11). These indicate that the
witness retold the same events using the same wdndh may have been used by the
prosecutor in the interviews that were conducteatison.

(16) EXrSHENLEASTT,
E kara yobareta kara desu.
(It was because | was called out by E.)

(17) EXSEFENH>THIEFNEL I,
E kara denwa ga ate yobaremashita.
(I was called up by telephone by E.)
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(18) EETAICHEFENEL L.
E san ni yobaremashita.
(I was called out by Ms. E.)

5. Conclusion

Witness B answered a direct question, using anstigeging officer’s register, which
included the frequent use sbno, ni taishite, tame, te-imashitand written language
features, and repetition, which are not found inoadinary person’s spoken language.
These features are more required features wherqrtus's place a suspect’s statement
on record. This is because prosecutors preparecsply expressed statement. Because
the features of Witness B’s statement are very laimio those of a prosecutor’s
professional language, the prosecutor may well hapeated his own story over and
over during his ten interviews with Witness B irspn.

In Japanese criminal justice, prosecutors arerequired to disclose all of the
evidence that they have collected. However, deféasgers can claim that prosecutors
should disclose evidence that is relevant to tefense at a pre-trial conference under
the lay judge system. This allows for the proseuto gain a fairly good understanding
of the defense’s strategy, for which case theyprapare. In this case, it is likely that the
prosecutors inculcated their own story into thenedses in prison during the ten
meetings that occurred just before the start ofribeof Defendant E.
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